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The profit of the changes was received largely by the great a^d the
landowners.    They took the bulk of the profits of large-scale owncrs^
farming, and they benefited from the general rise in rents, the profit*
In the Vale of Evesham rent of common field arable was
los. to 153, per acre, that of enclosed arable was xos. to 203,
per acre and of enclosed pasture was 205. to 503. per acre.
One parish, which, had produced £1,137 ren^ before enclosure,
produced £1,807 afterwards, and the rents of parishes enclosed
in Lincolnshire by twenty-three Acts increased by £14,256,
or by almost 100 per cent.1
\ Enclosure was in general opposed to the interests of the Enclosure
V-.-	.	r	aftects the
poorer class. The petition to Parliament which preceded poorer w
the passing of an Enclosure Bill was often drawn up in adversely,
secret by the promoters, until this was forbidden in 1727.
The haste with which the Bills were passed by Parliament
became proverbialj Parliament represented the class most
interested in enclosure, and as it was called upon to pass
Enclosure Acts at the rate of fifty a year between 1760 and
1801, besides a multitude of other purely Local Bills, only
the most public-spirited members would give a Bill much
attention. The canvassing and manipulation of the Par-
liamentary Committee responsible for the detailed con-
sideration of the Act was not unknown.2 The local com-
missioners were sometimes appointed by the promoters
before the Bill was introduced, and until 1801 there was no
appeal from their decisions. Yet it is improbable that
wanton injustice was practised extensively by the com-
missioners. The cost of promoting an Enclosure Bffl and
carrying out its provisions was very high: between 1786 and
I799 Parliament received about £120,000 as fees for 707
Enclosure Bills.3 In addition, the fees of lawyers, surveyors
and commissioners had to be paid. Hence the wishes of
the poor were unrepresented and often deliberately ignored
in the Parliamentary proceedings, and the cost of enclosure
often prevented them from getting justice from the com-
missioners,
The small yeomen in particular suffered.    Even if they
1 Slater, op. cit., pp. 99, 108, 262.
2 Hammond, op. cit.t p. 58 seq.	3 Ibid., p, 76 n.

